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b.) Remarks 

Claims 1, 3, 4, 6, and 8-18 are pending in the application. 

Claims 1, 3-4, 6, 8, 10-12,14, 16 were rejected under 35 ILS.C. 102(b) over Dixon et 
obvious over Dixon* 

•jj 16 ^ a ^°* *^' ce ^scrtedthat "the use of half-wave plate and polarizer in each of the 

P« ^ fcncnon which will inherent change the axia, positions o, secondary maxima 
of me overall po,„ t ^ tation ^ e Patra , QfflM as ^ tte ^ ^ 2 ptical 
eWnts such a, a po.aH.er and , naif-wave plate tabe^y modifles the axial position 
of the PSF s secondary maxima, as claimed in Claim 1 . 

Applicant a,,, that such a conclusion „ inject as a matter of physics. T*e reasons 
arethefollowmg. Consider a point (or a. iny volume) located in me focal plane The 
■mage ofta pofa, on fte image plane ' 

?SF), whtch looks hke me Action in Fig. 3 of the preset application. „ is symmetrica, 

m rig. 3. 

A polarizer is an optical component ma, resuicts the direction of escalation of me 
electrical component „f the electromagnetic wave to a particular direction. A polarizer 
doesn t create or change these osciUations, * resolves an incoming bean into polarized 
components and selectively does or does not transmit them. 

A wave plate divides an incident polarized heam into two components, charrges the phase 
of one relabve to the other while a beam passes via the wave prate «d r^ombines th. 
two components as meyexi, me wave plate. Specifically, a half-wave plate rotates 
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the electncal component of the beam is changed. 

Netting that happen, with the light beam while i, passes through a c^adzer or a ha!f- 
wave plate in Dixon affect, the probability of where a p„ ml m a ^ ^ ^ be 
■maged in the image piane. !n other words, nothing that happens to a light beam afier „ 
passes through a polarizer or a half-wave plane fa Dixon affect, the location of the 
M£0hdary_nia2araa of its PSF, the secondary maxima remain at the~iocatrons~where they 
W r re . U1 before the beam passed through the optical components of Dixon Thijis 

a logical result, because the probabilistic characteristics of where an image point can be 
found over a certain area on the image plane (which is determined by the location of ,„e 
peaks on the PSF) is no, the kind of modification of the shape of the PSF relevant to such 
properties as ration, amplitude or phase, even (hough s^h properties can be 
modified by the optical system in Dixon. 

Claim 1 isfected.oarm^scopewimanopticalelcment.whichmoMesmePSF.o 
produce a modified PSF "wherein its secondary maxim, of the mcchfied PSF are rocated 
» d,ffere„, axia, positions" relative ,„ those of the unmodified PSF, as shown in Fig 4 of 
the present application. Optical elements of Dixon cannot p rodU ce ^ same ^ 
ctomed optical element modifies thejocMon of me secondary maxima of the 
corresponding PSF, as specific^ claimed in Claim !. An example of a transmission 
property of such a component is shown in Fig. 6. a, explain* i„ Me specification, such 
an optica, component exhibits, for example, locally different filter properties (paragraph 
22]), or according to the description of optical properties of the component in paragraph 
m In other words, the optica! component of the present invention exhibits non-uniform 
(or non-homogeneous) properties, contrary to the optical components in Dixon. Tie cited 
paragraphs ofthe specification support the language in Claim 1 that the optical 
component nrcdifies the PSF to make it, second^ maxima located a. different positions 
relative to those of the unmodified PSF. There is no such optical component in Dixon 
exphchly or inherentiy, s „ the Pa te „, Office should withdraw its rejection of Claim 1 ' 
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^ Dixon ^ 35 U.S.C. ,020.) md 103(a , Clata , 8hould ^ ^ 
with its dependent claims. 

mder 103(a) over Engelhard, (DB 19, .4 049). Cain* 9, 13, 15 , and „ ^ ' 
rejected over Engejhard, in view ofKranse (U.S. o\587,832). 

Applicants respectfully disagree for the same reasons as articulated above, which are 
mcorpo.tcdherdn.Eng.ihardaioneorincombMonwithKransedoesnotKachor 

of <h e corresporKhng PSF, as specifically claimed in Claim 1 . 

CONCMlsmm 

e^rrr um t ,o ,e,ephone *• » «* * 

expedite the allowance of the pending Claims. 

Automation is given to charge the on. month extension fee due with this response to 

our deposit account 502233. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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DURATION (mm-ss) .04-36 



